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incipient stimulation of the motor organs involved. They seem to
me to be for that discussion about in the position that the Leipsic
people are for the discussion of reaction. And while the case for
speech seems to be going clearly against them on pathological
grounds, yet they have by far the larger number of cases. The
literature seems to show a great disproportion of cases in favour of
the motor aphasias: and that fact has seemed to keep back the
recognition of the sensory cases. Those who are familiar with the
literature of aphasia will, I think, agree that the type-theory has
had this obstacle to contend with. So, while I may not stop here to
make good the indications now noted of the state of the facts in
regard to aphasia, perhaps sufficient has been said to show that, far
from being a difficulty to the type-theory of reaction that the dis-
proportion of cases is as it is, it rather seems to extend and
strengthen the analogy with the mechanism of speech.

P.S. Since writing and despatching the article above, I have
received a letter from Professor James R. Angell of the University
of Chicago which promises further experimental confirmation of the
type-theory. He says, under date of Nov. 9, 1895 : " I t may interest
you, in connection with Titchener's criticism of your theory for
reaction time peculiarities, to know that at the very time your
article appeared, I had all ready a considerable body of experiments
remarkably similar to yours from which I had drawn conclusions
absurdly like your own. I decided to postpone publishing until I
could supplement them with more detailed work. I hope to get the
thing into print before long. It seems to substantiate entirely the
general principle underlying your view, although introducing some
minor modifications."

J. MARK BALDWIN.

CAUSATION.—ITS ALLEGED UNIVERSALITY.

(1) I endeavoured to indicate in a recent paper what, as it
seemed to me, were some of the transformations of meaning which
the all-important word "cause" undergoes, in the course of the
development of language. With regard to any such word, it is safe
to take it for granted that the primary meaning is something objec-
tive and palpable. Simple acts, such as the moving of a book, or
the filling of a glass, stand for us as the types of causation. The
meaning of the word must therefore have travelled far before it can
have come to be applied to such shadowy entities as Gravity or
Affinity, which are, in the last analysis, mere expressions for the
fact that the occurrence which they are said to cause will take
place.

(2) How the transition comes about is traceable as follows.
The type meaning is the act of a living being, not necessarily the
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conscious or intentional act. I might move a thing by accident and
would still be thought of as causing its change of place quite as
certainly as if I moved it with intention. The meaning here is
confined to this:—that there happens the action of one thing on
another, and action which, for a moment, forms to sense part of the
same phenomenon with the result. As, however, most of the acts
either of ourselves or others, of which we are cognizant, are conscious
and intentional acts, intention soon comes to enter into the signifi-
cation of the word. We think of everything that is made or done
as being made or done intentionally. In intentional acts, again,
there is always this feature, that they are copies of some previous
act. In the intentional act, we copy an idea, and the idea again has
been copied from some previous act. All intentional a, ts have thus
the element of repetition about them. They are actions done by
rule. We can obviously frame no rule ordering us to vary our
action each moment, and instructing us how to vary it. The very
nature of a rule is that it orders us to repeat in the future, and in
other circumstances, something that has already taken place in the
past. The rule for making a straight line is to continue the motion
begun in the same direction, to go on repeating, as regards direction,
the part first made. The kaleidoscope, by repeating any irregular
figure, makes a regular .one, that is, one seemingly or really con-
structed by rule. Our attention being now fixed on this aspect of
the conception, we drop intention itself out of sight, and think of a
cause as that which, whatever it is, tends to bring about action by
apparent rule, action which is the repetition of uniformities. In
this meaning cause approaches the signification of natural law. The
original meaning of cause, however, in which there is no implication
either of intention or of uniformity, still continues to be used con-
currently, and it may be interchangeably, with the new meaning;
and this circumstance is evidently capable of becoming a fertile
source of fallacy and confusion.

(3) The doctrine of the universality of causation is often, if not
ordinarily, looked upon as standing on ground which is quite impreg-
nable. I question, however, whether, as applicable to anything but
abstractions, it really stands on any ground which is more satisfac-
tory than this, that when a thing is not caused in one sense, it is,
for the most part at any rate, caused in another. Every affirmation
of any characteristic as universal is ipso facto suspect. I t is a
familiar truth that as the extent of a concept widens its content
diminishes, and the conclusion seems to be unavoidable that when
the extent becomes universal the content must be zero. If it is the

. case that even legitimate extensions of the denotation thus weaken
the connotation, much more is it the case that illegitimate extensions
do. To take an example from the history of philosophy: Hume
places the mathematical axioms in one class, the law of cause and
effect in another. His followers think they will go a step further.
They concur with Hume in regarding the law of cause and effect—
whatever they mean by that expression—as a truth of experience
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only, but add that the axioms of mathematics are nothing more
than this either. The result is, of course, to defeat their own object.
If their view were accepted, it would follow that the law of cause
and effect would be regarded as, at any rate, as axiomatic as the
axioms, and no one could have ever contended for more than that.
Similarly, if anyone propounds or accepts the opinion that all the
owners of landed property are " robbers," or that all the persons
in the enjoyment of independent incomes are "social parasites,"
" robber" and " parasite," silently and unconsciously perhaps, but
none the less certainly, drop for him all their vituperatory connota-
tion, and become "robber" and "parasite" in the Pickwickian sense
only; something that innumerable good citizens are, and that all
without exception desire to become. Language not based on nature
depreciates in meaning as certainly as a currency not based on
nature depreciates in value. Let us say that everything is unreal,
that everything is illusory, and the assertion amounts to nothing
for us; unless indeed it be to drag a red herring across the scent,
and to prevent us from endeavouring to discriminate those elements
in sense and thought which are in truth illusory or symbolic from
those which are not so. If causation were, as Mill affirms it to be,
true of all successive phenomena, it is hard to see how it could be
anything but a synonym for succession. So, if anyone asserts that
it is universal, and that sucli a thing as chance does not exist at all,
he should make it his business, first, to show how any characteristic
can be universal without becoming nugatory; and, secondly, to show
how, if chance does not exist at all, it happens that we have a word
for it to which we attach a very distinct and definite meaning; and
how it happens that writers who deny its existence on one page have
to discuss its nature and its mode of operation on the next.

(4) Suppose I throw the dice and they turn up fours, what is
the cause of this conjunction taking place rather than of any other 1
We have, made the dice regular in shape and homogeneous in sub-
stance, so as to eliminate any constant cause, that is, any cause
acting by apparent rule, which would determine the fall in favour of
one combination of numbers rather than of another. The cause
then lies in the nature of our act, but is there, in that, any cause
working by rule either actually or conceivably 1 The causes which
determined the fall of fours this time instead of threes, as last time,
were, no doubt, to be found in the diflerence between my actions in
putting the dice into the box, in holding it, and in throwing them
on the table, on this occasion, and on the former one. These differ-
ences, however, were something that then appeared for the first
time in the world, and, being entirely unrecallable by memory,
can never to our knowledge appear again. No rule or appearance
of a rule even can possibly be applicable to them. The completest
possible resemblance to the past can only assist us to guess the
future, in as far as the future resembles the past. In as far as
anything varies from everything in the past, it is an event towards
the prediction of which even perfect experience could render us
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no assistance whatever. We have a method therefore of deciding
whether any conjunction of events is subject to causation, in the
sense in which causation is synonymous with law, by asking:—is it
a conjunction towards the prediction of which any conceivable
experience could assist us? In this case it plainly is not. The
nature of the throw depends on acts which, in their salient particu-
lars, resemble nothing in the past, and cannot anyhow be made to
resemble anything, or even to approximate, in the smallest degree,
towards anything in resemblance, any more closely than they do
already. The fact that we can guess how many times in a hundred
any special throw will occur, though a fact that is interesting in
itself, is not one that in the least assists us to guess what throw
will occur next time. In Meteorology, science takes it for granted
that the difficulty of prediction springs out of the imperfection of
our knowledge, an imperfection which it always hopes to remedy;
in the doctrine of chances on the contrary, it takes it for granted
that it springs out of the nature of things. If, however, the result
of the throw is not determined by any cause whatever in the sense
in which cause is equivalent to law, how is it, it will be asked, that
we so unhesitatingly ascribe it to a cause, viz. to the particular force
and direction of our throw ? It is simply because, in doing so, we
revert to the primary meaning of cause, the meaning which contains
no thought of rule or uniformity, but comprises merely the notion
of external action that dovetails into the result. If sixes turned up
steadily more than once in thirty-six times, over a large number of
throws, we should say there was certainly some cause for the dice
falling as they did, the implication being that when nothing like this
happens no cause, in our opinion, has made itself felt. If then, next
moment, we assign a cause, what can be more obvious than that it
is in a different sense that we assign it 1

(5) To take another instance; we subject two sets of chemical
elements to the same conditions; the result is, in each case, identi-
cal. When oxygen and hydrogen combine, we can be quite sure
that the result will be not something very like water, which, however,
varies slightly from it, in some of its properties, but that it will be
water with a perfect resemblance, in all respects, to the water that
we have known in the past. In the inorganic world, as far, at any
rate, as the qualities of things are concerned, causation, in the sense
of action guided by unvarying rule, is universal. The experience of
the past, when only sufficiently complete and unerring, is a perfectly
adequate guide to the prediction of the future. When Life enters
on the scene, all is altered. If we put two seeds, off the same plant,
into the ground and subject them, in as far as we can, to identical
conditions, the result will only be closely similar but never identical,
and may now and then present a very pronounced variation. The
proportion between the degree of the variations and the approxima-
tion to identity in the conditions, is not such as to lead us to believe
that if we could make the conditions absolutely identical the result
would be identical. The contrary conclusion indeed may be taken

 at C
arleton U

niversity on June 28, 2015
http://m

ind.oxfordjournals.org/
D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://mind.oxfordjournals.org/


94 WILLIAM W. CAKLILE :

as established, that even if the conditions were made identical, varia-
tions would still ensue. In as far as such variations, small or great,
really vary from everything in the past, it is obvious and manifest
that even omniscient experience, so long as it was experience only,
could give us not the smallest assistance in guessing at their probable
nature. Causation, in the sense of action by rule, ceases altogether
to be applicable to them. They are, on the contrary, the source of
all that is new in the world. In this case, moreover, there is no
such thing as external action. Antecedent causation, therefore,
cannot in any sense rightly be predicated of them. They are, so far
as human knowledge goes, the acts of the organism itself, and are
reducible to no rule, predictable by no experience.

(6) If there is no inherent absurdity in supposing that, at the
present stage of the world's development, the history of the past
would furnish data for the prediction of the remote future, thsn it
is hard to see why there should be any absurdity in supposing that
it would furnish similar data at any previous stage we choose to fix
upon. Yet who would maintain that the experience of the mollusc
could furnish data for predicting the instincts of the dog, or that the
experience of prehistoric savages could furnish data for predicting
the Herbartian psychology ? The life of the future, however, may
diverge, not less but infinitely more widely from anything in the
present than the life of the present has diverged from that of the
past. If the whole future, however, is not calculable, then even the
immediate future is not calculable with precision, and the whole
theory falls to the ground.

(7) The truth is, the theory very plainly confuses supernatural
knowledge of the future with knowledge based on experience. Mr
Mill says (Logic, n. p. 406) "given the motives which are present to
an individual's mind, and given likewise the character and disposition
of the individual, the manner in which he will act may be unerringly
inferred." The fallacy lies in the words " given the character." If
by the character being " given" is meant that we are supposed to
know, as God alone can, how a man will act in any given circum-
stances, then there is nothing left to infer, and the dictum is mean-
ingless. If by its being "given" is meant only that we have as
much knowledge of it as experience of the past can give us, then
there is no such thing as unerring inference with regard to it. A
man who thinks that he knows his own character thoroughly is often
amazed at the manner in which he finds that he acts, in unexpected
circumstances. Natural law is often taken, even by accurate writers,
as if it meant something that excluded variation. A truer view is
that it is, like the Civil Law, " a limit of variation." As regards the
phenomena of life, however, it is not a definite limit We can say
of such natural kinds as silver, or mercury, that, at certain precise
temperatures, and under certain precise pressures, they are solid, or
liquid, or vapour. Of such a natural kind as Man all that we can say
with precision is, perhaps, that he will not be bora with his head
between his shoulders, or that, if his parents are pure blooded whites,
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he will not be black. At any rate, the precise statement can only
be made precise by being made negative. No precise positive state-
ment in regard to him is valid. " The fewest and simplest assump-
tions which being granted the whole existing order of nature would
result" (Mill's Logic, I. p. 327) are, in addition to the laws of matter
and motion, the specific nature of every past and of every present
living thing.

(8) If this view of the scope of natural law diverges somewhat
widely from current formulas, it must be remembered that current
formulas fail to square with the possibility of anything new ever
occurring iu the world, and would reduce all living action to the cate-
gory of mechanism, a category to which it evidently does not belong.
The natural man has a healthy conviction that his action in the
world is capable of having not only an apparent but a real effect in
promoting or in hindering the welfare of himself, his country, or his
race. He knows that what he does now will give rise to an endless
series of good or evil effects in the future. I t is this conviction that,
in Carlyle's view, has taken shape, in the world, in the doctrine of
eternal rewards and eternal punishments. The natural man will
do well not to discard it as an illusion, at the instance of any meta-
physical theory, without making quite sure first, that the theory is
not really built on the fallacious use of one word in two senses.

(9) The world owes to the speculations of Herbart and Lotze
the clear recognition of the fact that the cause in itself, and apart
altogether from the effect, is never to be viewed as one thing, but
always as the interaction of two. Thus while "cause" covers a
wider sphere of signification than " law " in one direction, as com-
prising, in all instances, external action whether characterized by
uniformity or not; " law" covers a wider sphere than " cause" in
another direction ; as being applicable to uniformities which are the
result of immanent action, as well as to uniformities which are the
result of external action. Mr Mill exhorts us to discard the ideas
connected with the words " Agent" and " Patient" as being popular
and unscientific. If, instead of discarding them, he had enquired into
their significance, this truth at any rate might have been brought
home to him. Hume continually speaks of the causal connection
between two "objects," and Reid and Mill both discuss such a
question as why we do not call night the cause of day. We cannot
call night, in such a case, a cause at all, because there is no complex
element in i t ; there is no thought of Agent and Patient, and of the
interaction between the two. • Mill's own account of the reason why
we do not call it so, is found really to be based on this reason. "We
do not call it the cause of day, he thinks, because, though it is the
invariable antecedent, it is not the invariable conditional antecedent.
Both night and day are viewed as being together dependent on other
causes. I t is just as in the case of the train1, we do not think of the
front carriages as being the cause of the motion of the carriages

1 Instanced in my paper in a previous number.
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behind, but of the motion of both as being i'ue to a common cause,
the Engine. In the relation of the engine to the train there is the
thought of agent and patient and of their interaction. In the mere
antecedence of one carriage to another there is no vhought of the sort.

(10) Two classes of cases of interaction between agent and
patient have to be broadly distinguished. In the one f.here ia simply
action a tergo of the agent on the patient, and there the phenomenon
ends. In these the causation is self-evident; it is fully understood.
As Mr Mill puts it, in referring to the connection betveen the
sun's presence above the horizon and daylight, it is necessary.
Such a case would be our type instance of the moving of a book. In
another class of cases, the action of the agent on the patient is
followed by a subsequent reaction springing out of the nature of the
patient itself; and such cases as this form the type of truths of
experience1. If I move a stone from a position where it is support-
ed to one where it is unsupported, and let it go, the phenomenon
does not end with my action; the stone further falls earthwards.
It is to be observed, however, that every case of causation proper of
the latter sort comprises a case of the former sort, as part of it. If
we stop at the fact of the letting go of the stone, and exclude the
thought of what follows, we have a case of the former sort. The dis-
tinction between them, in such a case, is an abstract distinction
only. The one, we may view as the cause of the event, the other, as
the cause of the uniformity. The two are related, in nature, as the
Major and Minor premisses of the syllogism are, in reasoning. The
Gravity of the stone is the Major premiss, and corresponds to the
antecedent knowledge " All stones fall earthwards, if left unsupport-
ed in space." My act in letting it go corresponds to the Minor
"This stone is unsupported in space"; from which the conclusion
that it will fall earthwards unfailingly follows. The syllogism is, in
truth, what it claims to be, the universal formula of reasoning, and
not a meaningless petilio principii. A conclusion that belongs to
the future cannot be begged by us in the present. The Minor is not
to be regarded as the recitation of something for the knowledge of
which we draw on Memory or authority ; but as the recognition of
an event that occurs, in the continual flux of things, at the very
moment of its occurrence. It is to be observed, too, that it thus
appears that the Minor, in cases of natural inference, must always
be a singular proposition, never a universal. We cannot observe
universals at a glance. The only cases in which it can be a univer-
sal are cases in which intercourse comes into play; and in which it
is, perhaps, the admission of an opponent, or, at any rate, is derived,
in some way, from authority, while the process of reasoning is still
in progress..

1 Science, of course, teaches us subsequently that there is always re-
action on the part of the patient For the present purpose, however, it is
only what is obvious to sense that is to be taken into account.

WILLIAM W. CARLILE.
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